
pending the outcome of the proposal to alter the Table of Allotments - i.e., at any time prior

to the close of the pleading cycle, the channel is available. Any party may apply for its use.

6. The Commission's statement in the NPRM here is substantially different from that

expressed in the cases cited by the Audio Services Division. In the Notice of Proposed Rule

Making, Driscoll, Gregory and Robstown, Texas, 9 FCC Red 3580 (MMB 1994), the

Commission stated:

we note that the Commission does not delete [a channel] where an
expression of interest is demonstrated by the filing of an
application. Therefore, should the Commission receive an
acceptable application by the initial comment deadline specified
herein for Channel 283A at Gregory, Texas, petitioner's proposal
to delete Channel 283A at Gregory may be dismissed.

ld., 9 FCC Red 3580, 3580 '5 (italics added). Although this shorter time frame is not consistent

with the public interest in encouraging application for available channels, at least the

Commission provided clear notice of its intention to foreclose new applications after the initial

comment deadline. The NPRM in the present case did not so limit the possible filing period.

7. Furthermore, the imposition of an arbitrary requirement such as that imposed in this

proceeding by the Audio Services Division has, in the present MM Docket 95-83 rulemaking

proceeding, no practical benefit in terms of permitting comment on the Benavides "expression

of interest" application filing. The Commission, in fact, asked in the docket proceeding for

supplemental comments, subsequent to the filing of the Benavides application. Attached hereto

as Exhibit B is a copy of the IIRequest for Supplemental Information" , DA 96-725, released May

17, 1996, to determine whether the proposal of TCRVI constituted an impermissible "move-in"

toward the larger market of Lubbock, Texas. Therefore, the Commission had every opportunity

to call for any additional comment that could have been necessary in response to the Benavides

4



application at that same time. No one, therefore, could possibly claim to have been foreclosed

from commenting in the MM Docket 95-83 proceeding given the timing of the filing of the

Benavides application.

8. Notwithstanding the foregoing, and the Commission's misapplication of its rules and

policies relative to the termination of the instant proceeding in the face of the timely filing of

the Benavides application, constituting an expression of interest in the retention of the Tahoka

channel, the Commission can accommodate both parties' interest, and therefore the matter is

potentially academic; Benavides would be willing to substitute Channel 278A for Channel 237A

at Tahoka, and amend his application to specify operation on Channel 278A. Benavides is simply

not willing for the Commission to delete Channel 237A without substituting Channel 278A at

Tahoka, and permitting him to amend his application. Because his filing was timely, no

circumstance justifies the deletion of Channel 237A coupled with return of his application.

Accordingly, the foregoing considered, Albert Benavides respectfully requests that the

Commission reconsider and reverse the action of the Chief, Audio Services Division, which

granted in part the petition to deny of TCRVI, and held the Benavides application in abeyance.

Notwithstanding the decision to hold the Benavides application in abeyance, Benavides has been

prejudiced by the Commission's action, because if his application had been found to have been

timely filed (which in fact it was) relative to the MM Docket 95-83 proceeding, the proceeding

would have been terminated and his application granted. Alternatively, the Commission, if it is

inclined to proceed with the Notice proposal in that docket, must substitute Channel 278A for

Channel 237A at Tahoka, and permit Benavides to amend his application to specify the

substituted channel, and retain his cutoff protection. Report and Order, Docket No. 94-100, 10

FCC Red. at 1017.

5



Respectfully submitted,

ALBERT DENAVIDES

By:

BOOTH FRERET IMLAY & TEPPER, P.C.
1233 20th Street, NW
Suite 204
Washington, DC 20036

December 13, 1996
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Christopher D. Imlay, certify that a copy of the foregoing PEI1'l'ION FOR PARTlAL
RECONSIDERATION was mailed, this 13th day of December, 1996, to the following:

James L. Primm, Esq.
President and Counsel
21st Century Radio Ventures, Inc.
530 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 301
Santa Monica, CA 90401

*Linda Blair, Chief
Audio Services Division
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street
Room 302
Washington, DC 20554

* via hand delivery
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l'iHR-25-1'::J'3? 1.0: 14 du Ireil,Lundm Ii. I<:ackle~

Before tne
I!'e<l.eral C~n.icll.tioas C~

Waah1ngtQn, o.C. 20SS(

In the Matter ot

~nd.lllent or Section 73.202 (bl,
Table of Allotments,
FK Broadcast Stations.
(Littlefield, 'Wolfforth and

and 'ahoka, Texas I

MH Docket ~o. 95-83
M-Bll34

REPORt' AND ORDER
(proceeding Te~nated)

Adopted: Marcb 12, 1997

By the Chiet, Allocations Branch:

Released: March 21, 1997

1. At the requeet of 21st century Radio Ventures. Inc. 1"21st cent~ry"), permittee of St~tlon

~hlQIFM), Channel 23ec3, Littlefield, ~xa~. the OOam1eaion has before it tne Notice of Vropoaed
Rule Making ("Notice"), 10 rc:C Red 6598 (1995), acd Request for SupplellleJltal Inforlllation("RSI"),
11 rcc Rcd 5710 (1996' in th1s proceeding. Pursuant to the request of 21st Century, the
Commission iS$ued th~ Notice proposing the rea1lotnAnt at Channel 239c3 tr~ Littlef~eld to
Wolffortb, rex~s, and the modification of Station KAIO(tM) '. construction permit to specify
Wolfforth &8 its comMUnity of license. To accommodate this reallotment, tns Notice ~lso proposed
to delete vacant Channel 237A at 'anoka, rexas, or to sUbstitute Channel 2i&A for Channel 2J1A
at Tahoka. 21st Century filed c~nta reaftir.aing its intent10Q to apply for the cbanoel, if
allotted. EIlil Macha. ("Macha"', licensee of KlIiZN1MCI, Littlefield, '1'llIxas, filed cOIIIIl\ents.
Reply comments were filed by Lee. W. Shubert. Trustee, ("Shubert-), licensee of Station
KLLt,(f'MI, Lubbock, Texas. In r.spon•• to the RSI, c_nts lleJ'Q tiled by 21st Century,
ShUbert ano Rick MCWhorter, Mayor of the city of Wolfforth.

2. Hacha filed ComMe~t8 urginq the ~aaion to allot Channel 240C3 to Littlefield. in
to. ev.nt it adopts 21at Century'. Chango of cau.uuity proposal to reallot Channel 238C3 from
Littlefield to "olfforth, Texas. Macha atat•• that Littlefield is an incorporated co~un1ty wnich
include~ 6,489 residents w~o are governed by their own elected city council and mayor. Macha
aUbm1ts that the reallot.l'IlfInt of Cbannel 238C3 to Wolfforth would excll1de 11,63& ~ople if' the
Littlefield area who would have been nrviced by Channel 238C3. However, he waia.taina that
numbec coula be reduced to just 675 people ir the Commi~8ion sUb5titutQS Channel 240C3 for
Channel 238C3 at Littlefield. Macha states that the allotment of Channel 24OC3 to Littlefield
would prevent the community frOD being stxipped of its only FM_allotment and he intends to apply
for Channel 240C3, if allotted.

J. Shubert filed reply COMments, noting that 21st century filed an application for a
construction permit for a Litt~efield facility ib July 1993, ~h1cb wav 9~.n~~d in May of 1Q94. KQ
states that 21st Century has not constructed it6 station at Littlefield and believe~ it has 00
intention at doiD9 so. He also contenas that KoCha's newfound expression of interest merits
little weigbt. Shubert argues that aDaent showing a valid basis for delay, the Commission b&s
required 21·' century to initiate FM service to Littlefield by November 1995, Shubert argues that
M~cha wes nowhere in sight during tbe five years atter the FM allotment to Littlefield was adopted
atw before 21et Century's application for a construction per.mit. He contends to pe~t 21st
Centuzy to aDandon tbe allotment at Littlefield in l:avor of JoJac:ba'" Il;peculative possibility foX"
local service would clearly d1sserve tne public inte~est.

4. FOllowin9 the Subni8Sio~ ot conments in this proceeding, we issued a RSl, reque&t~n9

21st Century to submit infoxmation d~n8trating that ~olfforth is deserving of a first local
service preterence. We stated in the RSI ttlat we h~d reexlIlIIined our policy regal"ding .l:eallotll,,,ml
propollals that involved a statiOP s••ling to reallot its cnannel trom a rural ~ity to ~Dother

c:OJIIlI.UI1ity that was located closeJ: to but outside of lUI. Urbanizell !lorea. Our new pol;lcy requires
that proponents seeking to relocate to a coamunit1 adjacent to an urbanized a.l:ea that would place
a 70 dBu signal over 50' or more ot the urbanized area must submit a Tuck analysis. See Headland,
Alaballla and Cllattahoocnee, Florida C-1leaI1Lancl, Alabam), 100 FCC Red 10352 1199~). In this
cue, our eng1neerlnQ: staff detendned that tb.e reallotment of Channel 238C3 would provide a 70
dBu signal to half ot tne Lubbock Urbanized Area. Ibe RSI requested 21st Century to direct its
re8ponse to the factors for deteraininq independence 8. en~rated in Kr~ and Tuck to determine
Whether Wolffo~tb warrants a first local service preference.
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5. In response, 21st Century contends that, based on its enqineexinq analysi.5, the predicted
70 dBu signal. foe lAIQlrK} at Wolffortb will encClq'aea only 45.4'A of tM l.ubbock UclJanize<l
Area, and thus the showing r~i~ pursuant to Keadland, Alilbama 1s not applicable. In any
event, 21st century has eabmitted information, using the criteria set torth in ~~ and Tuck,
reqardinq the independence or WOlfforth from tne Lubbock Urbanized Area. 21st Century argues that
the tlr3t crlterion, signal populetion coverage, ie not relevant in this case since lass than halt
the LubbOck urbanized Area will be served by Station KAIQ(fM). A$ to the second criterion, it
llla.intliills that "olfforth is a 3izeable rural c~unity witb 1,~41 people while LuPboclt contain::;
appro~ilnately 186,206 people. 2l~t Century state~ that Wolfforth is located Approximatoly eight
IdlOllleters outside ot the city liJllih Df Lul:lbock, separated by open rural area .md fam land. As
to the third criteria concerning the interdependence between tbe smaller cOlIIIllunity and the central
city, 21st century s~t. that WolffOrth has it own local qovernment, elected officials, 1ip co<le,
its Olm section in the GTJ: phone k>ooll, Chamber of CClIlIIllllrce, and a separate advertising market.
21st Century alljo su1ll:lite tbat many residents work in IIolfforth, noting its phone book lists over
one hundred individual bllainenes within the city itllelf. Wolfforth lMintains its own oity
financed police department and a fifteen-member volunteer fire deportment. 21st Century report5
that the city provides water and sewer services to its residents. With respect to other municipal
services, it states that Wolfforth has it own 1nd~pendent school district with 4,DOO students, ~

city librar.y, city park and a new municipal b~1ld1nq whi~h houses the city administrati~ offices.
2tst Century urges, on the basia of the information presented, tbat even though the city is
~omewhat phyaically clOGe to Lubbock, tho application of the ~uck factors to Wolfforth clearly
determines the independence of Wolffort~ from Lubbock, and Woltforth deserves to receive its first
.local service.

6. Shubert filed cadments opposing 21st Century's proposal aod contends that Wolfforth
should not be awarde~ a first local service prefezence. H8 a~9Ue$ th~t Wo~fforth i6 clearly
inte£d~p.ndant with LUbbock, Which haa a plethora of local broadcast oUtlets already. In this
royard, he notes that the COIIlIlis1l1on hae "consistently given little or no weight to clailRed fiut
local service p:r.eforencell it, givtln the factI! aDd cirCUWltancell, the grant of a pJ:eferencl!I would
appear ~o ellow an artificial or parely technical manipulation of the Commission', 307(b) related
p~icie8" citing, &~dment ot the Commission's Rules Regarding Modification of FM and TV
Allthoril!:Eltion6 to Specify a New COIIUunity of License I"COI1IIIunity of Licensa 1'.&0"), 4 FCC Red 11110
(19H91, rr.con. granted in part, 5 roc Rod 7094, 7096 (1990) ("Cc.nuolty or License HO'O"). He
contends that Wolfforth does not qualify 8S an independent cotrl\1.'llnity from. the Lubbock Ocb/llli~ed

Area using the factoc~ for determining independence as enumerated in &r~ and Tuck. Shubert
~laima petitioner'S proposed facility would place a 1 mVlm signal over the eneirety of Lubboc~.

SQcond, Wolftorth is dwa~fed by Deatby Lubbock, a city almost one hundred tines its slze that i9
only three miles away. Shubert arguss that .olffocth is clearly an integral part of the Lubbock
metropolitan area, noting that the community haa no airport, hospital, newspaper or local media
that is di&tinet fxom Lubbock. Re cla~ that Mclffortb'. advertising market and political
identity is indistinguishable frem Lubbock. Shubert also advises that wolfforth city employees
confi.rmec:l. tbat at lllast h4lf of its rell!dents CClIIlIIIUte to Lubbock, that there are not intracity
tranaportll.tion services, and COlIIIIIercial bus lines do not pj.ck up paasllngers in Wolffortb. In
contrast, Shubert describes Littlefield as an illdependent city with its own local government,
schOOl district, police and fire epattment, ~ic!pal airpott, post office, banks, hospital,
newapaper and many businesses. Shubert states the commission should not allow 21st century to
abandon its co~itment to construct a tittlefield station in search of a more populous market in
the Lubbock: suburbs. lie Rlitintains that 21st Centul:y has filed tor extension of ttll Littlefield
pel1llit, claillling that circ\IIIlstances beyond its control had delayed constrllction. However, Shubert
helieves these circumstances aru simply 21·' Century's own voluntaey attempts to reallot its
station to the Lubbock subul:bs. Shubert maintains that the COIIIIIisllion should not BIldors$ this
"artificial or purely technical raanipulation" of its rules and policies, citing Comn.unity ot
License MO'O. He further advises that 1n a case presently pendtn9 before the CO~l&8ion i~volvinq

21st Century, the CoauIission indicated tbat the "theoretical" natu:re of the aervice l.ost to it small
conmunity may still offset tbe equa}ly tbeoretical "9.in- to an already well-served suburb of an
urbanized area. see Sibley, Iowa and Brandon, South Dakota, 11 FCC Red 363~ Il~96). ShUbert
beHeves adoption ot 21st Centtlry's prop08al ill incoll&1stcmt with the principles of brinqinq
ser~ice to outlying communities underlying Section 3071b) of the Communications Act.

7. Discussion At the outset, it is necessary to dismiss Macha's propo9a~ to allo~ Channel
Z40C3 to Littlefield. In doing 80, W9 recognize that the allotment or Channel 24GC3 to Littlefield
could replacu scme of t~e potential lOBS of service at LittlefielQI howeve~ it is Com.ission polley
not to ~ecept a proposal that is contingent upon final approval of changes involving other
broadcast faciliti_s. s.. Cut and Shoot. Texas, 11 I~C Red 16383 (1996). In this case, Channel
23BC3 must be allotted to Wolrtorth in order to accommodate Channel 240C3 at Littlefield.
Furthermore, we fizKi Macha'S proposal is beyond tne scope of tb11! proceeding and, it would,
therefore, violate the Adminiatrative Procedure Act to allot Channel 240C3 to Littlefield. While
it is well e.tablished that a final rule ~y vary tram what was originally proposed, see Cleveland
and Ebenezer, Mississippi, 8 FCC Red 8654 (1993) recon. denied, 10 FCC Red ea07 (1995), and
llontnall\Pton, Br.l.dqehalltPton, Weathampton and Calverton-~oano1l;ef lIew 'Lork, 7 FCC 'Red 4412 (1992),



appl. for rav. denied,lO fCC Red 11516, (1995), we cannot allot Chann~l 2~OC3 when we explicitly
stated in the Noticeth~t ~e were not proposiQg to do so.

8. Having made tbat decision, we can now address the merits of 21st Century's reallotment
proposal. In doing 50, we have confirmed 21st century's engineerLPg study that Channel 238C3 at
~Qlfforth will pl~ce a 10 dBa signal over le88 than 50% of the Lubbock, Texas, Orhani~ed Area.
Thus, this case does DOt present the policy concerns expressed in Headland, supra, Nevertheles8,
an ex~ination of the 1uck factors supports a finding that .olffoTth ia sufficiently independent of
Lubbock so that tne ~rans~8eion a~rvice$ Licens~ in the ~ubbock Urbani~ed Area shOUld not b€
attributed to Wolfforth. As already noted, Station KAIQ(FM) will place a 70 dBu signal over less
than 50% of the Lubbock arbani~ed Area. As for size and proxi~ty, Wolfforth ha$ a 1990 census
population of 1,941 petsona and is about eight kilometers trom the edge of th~ Lubbock nrbani~ed

Area jPpopulation 18',t06). As to the third oriteris of int.r~ependence, we find that WOlfforth is
not dependent upon the Urbani2led Area for its e~istence. Wolffortb 1.$ an incot'JIorated cOll'lllunity
with a mayor and c1.ty council. 21st cent\lry naa pr.QVided IS let.tar fr01ll W"lfforth'!'1 Mayor olff.irndnq
that the city provides 1ta own municipal services to its citizens such as police and tire
protection, EMS medical ~ervice, wate~, trasp, and :5ewer eervices. In addition, the mayor states
t.he city has a new municipal building which hQuses the police departl1lent, municipal court, a....d the
city l1brar.y. '1'he city also has it own independent achool .5yste:m and city park whicb includes a
fo~r-field baseball c~plex, basketball courts, a sand volleyball cour~, soccer and football area~.

II lake, playgrOUnd and picnic areas. The telephone listings tor ~olfforth ar~ publisned by the
GTE Southwest Incorpoxated. While listings tor other cOlllllltIDities are inCluded in tlle SoUle

telephone book, the listings for Wolffortb, are separate trom. the oth~r cClOlllUUlitiers and Lubbock is
not a part of the telephone book. wolfforth also ha5 its own poat oftice and zip code, $epa~ate

trom that of Lubbock. Wolfforth also has numerous busineS3Qs. religious.and civic organizations
w~ich identify theMSelves With tho ~ity as ia evidenced by the listings in the telephone.
While Shubert points out that the ccnmunity has no ~irport, hospital or newMpaper, we find th~t on
balance tb... t Wolfforth I$hol11d be treated as a sQparate co_unity.

9. Next, we must determine whether the instant propos~l would result in a preferential
arrangement of allotments pursuant to the Cammission's change of community proced~res.

SoeCommunity at LicQn$e MO'O, aupra, and Revision of FM AB&iqnment ~olicies and Procedures.
Based on past prececkmt, we woald not:lllally favor IS tirst local !jarvicu to Wolfforth over retaining
a second local service at Littlefield. However in this case, we rind tbat the reallotment of
~hannel 23BC3 trom Littlefi41d to ~ol~tortn and the modification of station KAIO{FMJ '5
authorization would not be in the publ.ic interest. In _king this d.eteminatiop, we tind that
retainin9 Channel 238C3 at Littlefield would trigger priority two ot tbe commission'a ~ allotment
priorities beCaU8Q, baBed upon our angineerinq analysis, 3,113 persona woul4 receive a second full
ti~ aural service if the Btation were built. By W&y of contrast, the propoaed reallotment of
Channel 238C3 from Littlefield to WolffOrth tri9;ets p~iority 3 since wQlfeorth (population 1,g41~

would be prOVided with lts first local aurel tranSDission service priorities 2 and 3 are co-aqual.
the tie breakinq .ecbAniam 1s population. ua1n~ this critetion, we Dote that the number of people
that could receive a second aural service (3,113) is greater that,toe population of Wolfforth
(1,941), which would receive a first local tran~8sion service,( Onder these circumstances, we
beli.eve t.hat. the public interest is better 3erved by providing a Second reoep4on service to a
larger popUlation than providing a first local aural transmission to Wolfforth:) Moveover, all the
resi.dents of Wolfforth receive service tram five or more full-time aural services. OUr view 1$
further b~ttre8Bed by the fact that 411 persons will receive a first aural reception eervic~,

thereby eliminating a white ..rea. BAsed on our decision, we need not delete ChAnnel 231A, "ahoKii.
Texas, or in the alternative SUbstitute ChlU'lnel 27BA fot: Ch,lIInel 237A at Tahoka to accoClWlod",te 2bt
Cel',tury's reallot11lent propolle.l. We will serve a copy of this Report and. Order on the applicant tor
Channel 237~ at Tahok~. we alB" find ehat the !s~ue raiaed by Shubert concerning 21st ceotury'$
r",aaon tor not building a station at 1J1tUefield is speculative and that there is no I3xtrinsic
evidence to support this alleoation, which is now moot.

10. AccordiQgly, IT IS ORDERED, Thae th~ petition tor rule making aubmitted by 21st
Century Radio Vent:ures,Inc., to reallot Channel 23BC3 fr.om Littlefield to lli'olfforth, Texas, IS
llm;:n:D.

11. IT IS ro~THaR ORDERED, That: the Secr~tary shall send IS copy of this Report and
order by Certified Mail, Return Receipt Requested, to the tollowinq:

Albert neoavides
4821 73rd Street
Lubbock, Texas 79.24
(Applicant for Channel 23?A at Tahoka, Texas)

12. IT IS l:"tlRTRER ORDERED, That this procefldiny IS TERMINATED.

13. For further information concerning this proceeding, contact ram Blumenthal, Mass
Media Bureau, (202) 418-2180.
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21ST CENTURY RADIO VENTURES,. INC.
9222 LOMA SIl?
VILLA PARK, CA 92667

FEDUAL mMMUNlCATlONS COMMISSION

FM BROADCAST STATION CONSTllUcnON PERMITe·.. ,
•

Off1cial Kai11nq AOOress:

call sign: 9301261B

Perm~t rile No.: BPH-930726MB

Un1ted St&tes of America

~~o '~. _

Dale E. Bickel
superv110~ Bngineer. FM Br&nch
~ud10 Services Division

Hass Media BU1V MAY 1994
Grant Date:

ThiS permit exp1l:'•• 3:00 Am.
local time 18 montas 4~ter

qrant date spec1l! i8<1 abOve

Subject to the proVilion. Of tn. Commun1cat1on. Act of 1934. a.
amended, subsequent acts and treaties, and all requlations heretofore
or ~.r.after made bY this Commission, and further subject to the
conditions set forth in this ptm1t, the permittee 1s here!))'
authorized to conatruct the radio tran,m1ttinq apparatus herein
OescribeO. Installation and adjustment of equipment not specifically
set fOrth herein shall be in accordance with representations contained
in tht ptrmittee'S application for construction permit except for such
modifications as are presentlY permitted, Without application, bY' the
Commiss~on's Rules.

This permit Shall ~ automatically forfeited if the station i& not
ready for operation within the time speCified (date of expiration) or
Within sucn further time as the Commisslon may allOW, unless
complet1on of the sta.tion 11 prevented bY causes not unOer the contrOl
of the permittee. See Sections 73.3598, 73.3599 and 73.3534 of the
Commission'S RUles.

Equipment and program tests shall he conducted only pursuant to
Section. 73.16~O and ?3.1620 of the Commission'S Rules.

Name of permittee:

21ST CENTURY RADIO VENTURES, IKC.

Station Location:

TX-LI'l'rtaBrIBLD

Frequency (KHz), 95.5

Channel, 238

Cla.s: C3

FCC Form 351-A OCtober 21, 1985

R-97% 813 366 5533 05-27-94 09:13AM POOl #16
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Call s1qn: 9J0726KB

Dutreil, Lundin and Rackl 813 366 5533 P.03/04

Permit No.: BPH-930726MB

Hours of Operation: Unlimited

Transmitter locat1on (address or description):

WEST SIDE 9F S.R. 1490, 9 KM laa~ OF S.R. 597, SW OF
LITTLEJ'IELD, LAXB COUlrrY, TEXAS.

Transmitter: Type accepted. See Sections 73.1660, 73.1665 and 73.1610
of the Commission's Rules.

Transmit.t.er out.put. power: AS reqUired to aCh1e". authorized ERP.

Antenna type: (dlrection~ or nOn-directiOnA1): Non-d1rectional

Antenna coord1natea: North Lat1tude: 33 52 2.0
West Lon91t~del 102 24 12.0

Horizontally
Polu1ze4

Antenna

Vert1cally
Polarized
Antenna

Effective radiated power in the
hOrizontal plane (kW) • • • • • • • : 25.Q 25.0

Height of ra.dia.tion center aJ)ove
ground (meters) • • • • • • •

Height Of radiat.ion center above
mean sea level (meters) • • •

Heiqht of rad1ation center above
average terrain (meters)

..

. . . :

:

31.0

1110.0

35.0

31.0

1110.0

35.0

OVerall hei9ht of antenna structure above qround (inclUding o~st.ructlon

11qhtin~, if any) • • • • • • • I 34.0 m.ter.

Obstruction mark1nq and lighting specifications for antenna
struct.ure:

It i. to be expressly understood that the issuance of these specific_tiona
is in no way to be con.1dered as precludinq a4d1t1onal or modified marking
or lighting as may hereafter be required under the proViSions Of section
303(q) Of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended.

None ReqU.:i.red

FCC form 3Sl-A Octo~r 21, 198!

R-98%
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Call sign: 930726KB

Dutr~il. Lundin and Rackl 813 366 5533 P.04/04

Permit NO.: BfH-93072SMB

SpeCial operating conditions or restrictions:

1. The pe~m1tt••/licensee must reduce power or cease operation as
neceleary to protect persons havinq access to tne site, tower or
antenna from radiofraqu8ncy radiation in eXC8&S of Pee gUidelln,••

2. permittee has specified use of a Shively S8l0 2-bay
antenna to demon.t~ate compliance witn tne AHSI radio
frequency r-adiation limit. If any O'rHBR type or size Of
antenna is to be used with the facilit1t$ authorised
herein, the automatic program test provision. of 47 erR
Section 73.1620 will MOT apply.
+
In THAT case, a formal request for prQiram test authority
must be filed in conjUnction With the FCC Form 302-1.
application for license before program tests Will be
authorized. This request shOUld be mac1e at least 10 days
prior to the date on WhiCh proqram tests are desired to
commence. ~h' request must inclUde a revised radio
frequency radiation shewing to demonstrate continued
compliance with the ANSI limit. Documentation demonstrat
ing compliance With the ARSI radiOfrequency rAdiation
limit may De IUbmltted 1n advance of the filinq of PCC
Form 302-F!. The Commission's staff will reView it fO~

compliance and respond by letter stating Whether
automatiC PTA has neen reinstated.
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
FEDERAL COMMUNICATION COMMISSION

EXTENSION OR REPLACEMENT OF CONSTRUCTION PERMIT

FM

Call Sign: KAIQ
Location: LITTLEFIELD, TX

File No: BMPH-960703JC

Grant Date: February 21,1997

Expiration Date: August 21, 1997

21ST CENTURY RADIO VENTURES, INC.

9222 LOMA ST
VILLA PARK, CA 92667

The Authority contained in Authorization File No. BPH-930726MB (underlying construction

permit), which was granted on May 19, 1994, is hereby granted an extension of

time to construct.

The modification of construction permit shall be attached to and be made a part of the construction
permit of this station.

Except as herein expressly modified, the above-mentioned construction permit, subject to all
modifications heretofore granted by the Commission, is to continue in full force and effect in
accordance with the terms and conditions thereof and for the period therein specified.

FEDERAL
COMMUNICATIONS
COMMISSION

ISSUED BY: BDEUTSCH F.C.C. WASHINGTON. D.C. FCC Form 361

October 1978


